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Abstract 
 This study focuses on the change of popular opinion of the pesticide DDT in the 
United States between the years of 1945-1972. One of the primary uses of DDT was 
against malaria-carying mosquitoes, which it eradicated before being banned in 1972. A 
key problem with DDT, despite saving many lives by kiling disease-carying insects, is 
that it stores in the faty cels of animals (including humans) that ingest it, rendering it 
dangerous in the long term. Curent scholarship focuses on the role of Rachel Carson’s 
Silent Spring in bringing the issue of the safety of pesticide use, specificaly DDT, from a 
private discussion among scientists and legislatures to a public forum. Unlike previous 
studies, this one looks at the archives of the widely-circulated magazines LIFE and 
Popular Science to assess public opinion of DDT. 
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Introduction 
 
Brief History of DDT in America 
 The goal of this project is to examine the change of public opinion concerning the 
pesticide dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT) in the United States between the years 
of 1945 and 1972. I have chosen to study this particular time interval because 1945 
symbolizes the beginning of public DDT use and 1972 represents the year the United 
States banned DDT. First synthesized by Othman Zeidler, a German scientist, in 1874, 
DDT’s bug-kiling properties were only later discovered by Dr. Paul Müler, a Swiss 
scientist in 1939. Müler won the 1948 Nobel Prize in Medicine for his discovery. Before 
being publicly used, DDT gained fame in World War I when it was used to control 
disease among the troops. Soldiers and prisoners of war were sprayed with DDT to 
delouse them and prevent the spread of disease transmited by insects. During the war, 
DDT proved its efectiveness because of its ability to kil these pathogen-carying insects 
such as lice and mosquitoes. During World War I, DDT also saved civilian populations 
around the globe from epidemics. A few of the most notable places sprayed with DDT 
were Greece, the Pacific Islands, and North Africa to control malaria. Naples was also 
sprayed with DDT to bring a typhus epidemic under control. 
 DDT became extremely popular for two reasons: It saved many lives by kiling 
disease-carying insects and it significantly increased agricultural yields by kiling crop-
destroying pests. After World War I, DDT was brought back to the United States to 
control pest populations. DDT was successful at kiling pests that had been previously 
resistant to other forms of pesticides and nearly eliminated outbreaks of diseases like 
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malaria in the United States. Until the mid-twentieth century, some of the major public 
health issues humans faced were insect-borne diseases a few of the deadliest being 
yelow fever, typhus, dengue, encephalitis, and malaria. Both yelow fever and malaria 
are spread by mosquitoes, an insect DDT is efective against. Public health oficials 
reported successful vector-borne disease prevention and control programs for both yelow 
fever, in 1947, and for malaria, in 1954. Both successful programs occured during 
DDT’s time. By the 1960s, many other insect-borne diseases had similarly been 
controled, and the Surgeon General of the United States declared that the war on 
infectious diseases had been won.1 
 Agriculture in the United States was revolutionized in the early 20th century with 
invention of the tractor, the use of fertilizers and pesticides, and genetic modification. 
Farming technology changed from a system of hand labor to a more mechanized system. 
The revolution of agriculture fueled American’s awe and trust of science. This is 
especially pertinent when considering the context of agriculture immediately before 
World War I. Southern farmers relied on the system of sharecropping that had developed 
out of slavery after the Civil War. At that same time, the country’s “breadbasket” was 
stil recovering from the Dust Bowl. 
 Pesticide use, especialy DDT’s use, was revolutionary because it gave farmers 
some control over pests. This is especialy true in the “coton belt” which was plagued by 
the bol weevil. Previous to the release of DDT, farmers used cultural controls, biological 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   1 Duane J. Gubler, “Vector-Borne Diseases” (lecture, University of Washington School of Public 
Health and Community Medicine Lecture Series on Emerging Infections of International Public Health 
Importance, Seatle, WA, Feb 9, 2000). 
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control methods, and dangerous arsenic pesticides. Cultural controls consisted of altering 
agriculturists’ behaviors to include crop rotation, the abandonment of marginal lands, 
crop diversification, and “quarantine measures to slow down the spread of [insects].”2 
Despite the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)’s use of educational 
techniques such as demonstrations, experimental farms, and propaganda these changes 
were not easily adopted.3 The bureau’s entomologists were also experimenting with 
methods of biological control before the introduction of DDT. Biological control methods 
included sterilization and use of natural enemies (predators, parasites, and diseases) to 
control pest populations.4 The use of arsenic pesticides to control insects was the most 
easily accepted form of pre-DDT pest control. These early pesticides ofered a simple and 
economical advantage to farmers.5 The concept of spraying a pesticide every couple of 
years to control pests made the farmer’s life much easier. 
Publicly, DDT began to gain many more uses. It was used in agriculture to 
produce higher yields by reducing the number of crops destroyed by pests. DDT was 
discovered to also be useful on commercial stock animals to produce higher yields of 
meat by eliminating the pests on the animals. It eventualy gained more domestic uses 
through its application around the home to get rid of household pests. Also in the 
domestic sphere, pet owners applied DDT to their pets to rid them of fleas and other pests 
common to domestic animals. However, these pests built up tolerances to DDT through 
generations of kiling of all the pests except those with a genetic mutation, which 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   2 Thomas R. Dunlap, DDT: Scientists, Citizens, and Public Policy (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1981), 26. 
 3 Ibid. 25. 
 4 Ibid. 29, 31. 
 5 Ibid. 25.	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alowed them to withstand exposure to DDT. Then the pests with tolerances slowly built 
the populations back up. These new generations were not as afected by DDT as the 
previous ones. As a result, stronger forms of DDT were developed and higher dosages 
were used. Combined with general over use of DDT, these higher and stronger doses 
exposed the negative efects of DDT more rapidly. This led to activism against the use of 
DDT and its eventual banning. The Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) was one of the 
leading activist groups to chalenge the USDA’s registration of DDT.   
 Public opinion of DDT changed because the concerns of Americans living in the 
United States changed. People knew the possible efects of using DDT, but these possible 
negative efects had to be weighed against what DDT could do to positively afect the 
standard of living in the United States. Agriculture was being revolutionized. Americans 
welcomed the revolution as the Dust Bowl had exposed the dangers of curent practices 
and sharecropping included a very labor intensive process where everything was picked 
and weeded by hand. The population was growing with the post-World War I baby 
boom making a greater crop yield necessary and a goal of the government. Many of the 
vaccines and cures we now know and take for granted did not exist yet, and insect-borne 
diseases were a very real threat to humanity.  
 People knew the risks of DDT use but ranked these concerns over the standard of 
living above dangers to wildlife. The choice came down to what you wanted more: the 
absence of mosquitoes (symbol of disease-carying insects) or the presence of song birds. 
At this point the presence of songbirds seemed frivolous. However, in the 1960s and 
1970s, the threat of epidemics and famine within the United States was drasticaly 
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reduced, in part with the help of DDT, so that concern for wildlife and the dangers of 
DDT could now be considered. DDT had served its purpose and could now be cleaned 
up.  
 Once DDT’s negative efects could be considered, the public spoke up against 
DDT. Some of the main forms of public protest were the trials brought by the EDF 
against DDT. The EDF was formed by a group of concerned citizens whose goal was to 
protect the environment. The members of the EDF, which stil exists today, were alarmed 
with the large number of animal deaths and established the removal of DDT as their first 
goal. The EDF gained support from the public especialy during the Wisconsin Hearing, 
the first trial to assess the dangers of DDT. The public showed their support through their 
large number of donations given to help the EDF’s cause. The EDF’s success in their 
trials against DDT not only shows how concerned citizens can influence policy but also 
the role public support to achieve change. 
Why Study DDT? 
 
More specificaly, this study wil enquire into what widely publicized 
publications, events, products, and advancements did public opinion of DDT fluctuate. In 
general public opinion of DDT changed dramaticaly between the years 1945 and 1972, 
from positively viewing DDT as a health benefit to negatively viewing DDT as a health 
risk. Many scholars atribute this change to Rachel Carson and the publishing of her book 
Silent Spring. They believe that Silent Spring is the key form of propaganda which 
swayed the general public to not only get involved in the debate over DDT but also to 
switch their opinion from an afirmative approach of its use to a critical approach to its 
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use. My study wil expand upon this to look at what other forms of propaganda swayed 
public opinion of DDT either positively or negatively. For this purpose, I wil look at the 
archives of popular widely circulated US magazines: LIFE and Popular Science 
exploring articles, advertisements, editorials, political cartoons, and leters to the editor in 
editions published between 1945 and 1972.  
I also hope to further investigate how changes in public opinion are reflected in 
common publications. Public opinion and propaganda fuel each other in a feedback cycle, 
each influencing the other. The other questions I hope to answer are: What information 
was actualy available to the general public about the questionable aspects of DDT, 
specificaly its long term efectiveness and health risks associated with it? And when was 
that information made available? The answers to these questions wil aid in the 
understanding of the controversy over DDT and the more general topic of how public 
opinion is shaped over controversial issues. 
I am personaly interested in this project because it combines my two academic 
disciplines. For the past four years I have been studying both History and Environment 
Studies at the undergraduate level. In doing so I have opened myself up to a new 
perspective on what constitutes as history and the importance of the environment in 
influencing the shape of history. The story of public opinion of DDT reveals a dialog in 
the relationship between man and nature. At first man tries to control nature but then is 
confronted by the unintended consequences of his actions. It is also a story of how man is 
part of nature rather than excluded from it.  
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Beyond my academic interests, this project is particularly close to me because of 
my own family’s interest in nature. My grandparents are avid bird watchers and they 
have passed that down to my father. One of the most publicized negative efects of DDT 
is its links to the thinning of egg shels in birds of prey. As a result, birds of prey became 
so rare that in turn sightings of the birds similarly became very scarce. As the years have 
gone by, after the banning of DDT, the populations of these birds have begun to bounce 
back. It has been incredibly interesting for my family to see the resurgence of these 
populations, and they have ingrained in me the how special it is to witness a change like 
this. 
 Finaly, the field of environmental history is stil just emerging. Any contribution 
to the wealth of knowledge in this discipline wil further its level of curent scholarship 
and help develop the field as a whole. Also, as the environment emerges as a deeper 
concern of the general public, the information in this field becomes increasingly 
important. Research like this study wil become more important because it analyzes how 
the public became aware of how they as humans were impacting their environment. It is 
also important as it shows what led the general public to become involved in demanding 
changes to policy, leading to the discontinuation of this environmentaly damaging 
pesticide. 
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I. Existing Scholarship 
An Introduction of Leading Scholars 
Of the existing scholarship, the vast majority focuses on the importance of Rachel 
Carson’s book Silent Spring as the turning point of DDT’s popularity in the United 
States. More important scholars of this topic look beyond Silent Spring to consider both 
Carson’s work as wel as other aspects of this issue to present a more clear view of the 
past. This project relies on the work of five key scholars to outline the framework of what 
knowledge already exists on this topic. The first is Thomas R. Dunlap, author of the book 
DDT: Scientists, Citizens, and Public Policy. Dunlap is a leading scholar on the topic of 
DDT and is frequently referenced in the works of other historians. Next is Maril Hazlet, 
author of “‘Woman vs. Man vs. Bugs’: Gender and Popular Ecology in Early Reactions 
to Silent Spring.” Hazlet is an environmental historian who has published numerous 
works concerning the environmental movement in the United States as wel reactions to 
Silent Spring. The third, Pete Daniel, wrote Toxic Drift: Pesticides and Health in the 
Post-World War I South. Daniel has numerous felowships and awards to his name and 
curently works as a curator at the Smithsonian Institution’s National Museum of 
American History. Another scholar, Wiliam M. Tsutsui, author of “Looking Straight at 
‘Them!’: Understanding the Big Bug Movies of the 1950’s”, looks into the role of 
movies to portray popular conceptions. Tsutsui is curently the Dean of Dedman Colege 
of Humanities and Sciences and received his PhD in history from Princeton University. 
He has also won several awards for his non-fiction writing in the humanities. The last 
scholar this study relies on is Christopher J. Bosso, author of Pesticides and Politics: The 
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Life Cycle of a Public Issue. Bosso is curently a professor and associate dean at 
Northeastern University. One of his areas of expertise within political science is 
environmental policy. Each of these five scholars brings his or her own element to the 
existing scholarship on DDT and combined they help shed light on DDT’s complicated 
history. 
 
Leading Arguments on DDT and Public Opinion 
Thomas Dunlap in his book DDT: Scientists, Citizens, and Public Policy focuses 
on how scientists and citizens together to form policy. Dunlap uses DDT as a quasi–case 
study to iluminate the relationship between the two in forming policy. In doing so, 
Dunlap uses court cases such as the Wisconsin DDT hearing of 1968-1969 to distinguish 
the opinions of scientists and citizens alike on both sides of the debate over DDT.6 
Another goal of Dunlap’s work is to place historical context on policy surounding the 
controversy of DDT.7 While incorporating citizens into his work, DDT: Scientists, 
Citizens, and Public Policy is more concerned about the legislative policy of DDT and 
explaining the shifts within policy.  
Dunlap argues that, in general, it was not until 1962 and the publishing of Rachel 
Carson’s Silent Spring that Americans began to pay atention to DDT. Rachel Carson, 
according to Dunlap, began the debate contesting the common view of DDT as positive. 
She targeted both DDT and those that recommended it. In this way, Dunlap credits Silent 
Spring in turning the atention of the general public to the issue of safety of DDT and also 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 Dunlap, DDT: Scientists, Citizens, and Public Policy, 7. 
7 Ibid. 5. 
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brought them into the debate over policy and regulation of DDT.8 He claims that it was 
not until the late 1960s that the debate over DDT could have happened because it was not 
until this time that both citizens and scientists were actively involved in the discussion 
over DDT.9 
In the conclusion of his argument, Dunlap suggests that environmental hazards of 
DDT were not, as some people believe, covered up by scientists and government in an 
atempt at higher revenue streams. Instead he argues that despite scientific information 
about the dangers of DDT, the public was not concerned. This lack of concern is a result 
of the loose regulations of the Department of Agriculture and the cultural structure set up 
over use of the pesticide by the general public.10 Dunlap’s work is particularly important 
because it exposes the role of scientists and the concerned public in changing public 
policy over the issue of DDT. 
Dunlap suggests that hazards of DDT were not covered up by the government and 
scientists, but that the public was not concerned about the efects of DDT until Silent 
Spring. In my study, I atempt to investigate what knowledge about the risks of DDT was 
known by the public. I also investigate at what point public opinion of DDT changed. 
Was it after the publishing of Silent Spring like Dunlap suggests? Dunlap admits that 
public could have known the dangers of DDT. I atempt to show that the public did know 
or should have known the dangers but did not care because they made a judgment cal 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 Ibid. 3.  
9 Ibid. 4. 
10 Ibid. 8.	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deciding that the absence of diseases, like malaria, was more important than the presence 
of song birds. 
A second scholar, Maril Hazlet in her article “Woman vs. Man vs. Bugs: Gender 
and Popular Ecology in the Early Reactions to Silent Spring” focuses on gender in the in 
the debate over the validity of Rachel Carson’s assertions in Silent Spring. Within her 
work, Hazlet atributes Silent Spring as a key piece of propaganda that introduced the 
public to ecological principles and concern over the environment. She also states that 
Carson forced the public to confront the idea that they are a part of the environment 
rather than separate from it. Hazlet discusses how Carson does this through her 
dissention of pesticides.11 Hazlet further accredits Carson and her ecological principles 
with giving the public the tools they needed to “take stands against the industrial, 
political, and economic relationships based on the assumption that manufacturers and 
distributers could legitimately spread toxic residues throughout human flesh and the rest 
of the environment.”12 Hazlet also iluminates the public discourse in the media 
concerning the controversy Carson created over the use of DDT. One important point 
about this view is that is assumes that Carson was the one who created the controversy. 
Hazlet portrays the reaction to Silent Spring as an explosion of debate over her claims of 
the negative efects of pesticides between every faction of society: the public, those with 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 Maril Hazlet, “'Woman vs. Man vs. Bugs': Gender and Popular Ecology in Early Reactions to 
Silent Spring,” Environmental History 9, no. 4 (2004): 701. 
12 Ibid. 705. 
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economic interest in the continuation of pesticides, scientists, the media, and government 
oficials.13 
Using a variety of media types, Hazlet examines how the controversy over Silent 
Spring was played out in the public sphere. Among her sources she includes: articles 
from the New Yorker, CBS reports, newspaper articles, political cartoons as wel as 
magazines from prominent environmentalist groups like the Siera Club and the Audubon 
Society. Al of these sources would have been available for public view. More 
specificaly, Hazlet uses these sources to track those who refuted the validity of Carson’s 
work and those who supported her in her assertions. In her study of gender and its role in 
the backlash towards Silent Spring, Hazlet unveils propaganda in its simplest form 
steered to discredit Carson on the account that she is a woman. Users of this form of 
propaganda equated Carson to “a hysterical woman.”14 As the debate went on and Carson 
received more support, Hazlet claims that the gendered lines separating men and women 
in the public domain were made less distinct.15  
Although it is not a main question in Hazlet’s article, another key point 
mentioned is the debate she credits Carson with opening up the relationship of human 
health and the health of the environment. Previous to Silent Spring, the public viewed 
human health and the environment as two separate entities, and if they were related, the 
environment caused the detriment of human health. Hazlet implies that Carson instigated 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13 Ibid. 704.	  
14 Ibid. 706. 
15 Ibid. 711. 
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a change in public opinion and caused them to reflect upon the relationship between 
human health and the environment.16 
 Hazlet’s study, like this study, uses news media to look at public opinion 
surounding Rachel Carson and Silent Spring. She looks at gender roles and stereotypes 
in the 1960s. Hazlet states that Silent Spring introduced the public to environmental 
concerns and forced the public to confront idea that the public needed to take a stand on 
environmental issues. However, LIFE’s creator, Henry Luce, was known for producing 
news with a moral compass. LIFE as a part of the greater Time inc., used a colaborative 
writing style. The journalistic process included a team of researchers, writers, and editors. 
Luce idealy wanted articles to be authored by no one person but to be the end product of 
a group of ideas coming together. He wanted to give each article personality and as the 
creator of the newsmagazine he could decide how they were put together.17 Luce was 
aware that the magazines caried bias, often reflecting his own opinions. However, he 
said the bias gave the facts a “moral framework” in which to understand the facts.18 Luce 
drew atention to environmental issues and through LIFE, similarly asked readers to take 
a stance on environmental issues. 
The third scholar, Pete Daniel in his book Toxic Drift: Pesticides and Health in 
the Post-World War I South focuses on both the role of Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring as 
wel as other preliminary localized movements against pesticide use in the south. Daniel 
claims that although there were localized movements against pesticides, including DDT, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16 Ibid. 715-719. 
 17 T. Christopher Jepersen, American Images of China (1931-1949) (Stanford: Stanford University 
Press 1996), 13. 
 18 Ibid. 14.	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it took Silent Spring to articulate the goals of the groups as wel as bring their ideas into 
the scope of the general public. According to Daniel, both Carson and the grassroots 
opponents of DDT reacted to the qualities of DDT which pose a health risk. Daniel 
proposes that the health risks were to blame on scientists who did not take the time to 
consider the consequences of what they were doing to the environment. Daniel claims 
that the scientists were so ambitious that they only focused on how to further control the 
environment while neglecting the possibility of long term negative efects. He also claims 
that scientist ignored research on the efectiveness of pesticides, like DDT, on insects that 
eventualy build up tolerances to its chemical properties.19 
 Daniel’s work centralizes on the close relationship between the Agricultural 
Research Service, Public Health Service, USDA, and the chemical companies. He details 
cases were government workers were also paid consultants for companies such as Shel. 
The companies also had important input on agency decisions such as labeling 
requirements. The conflict of interest played a significant role in prolonging the life of 
chemicals on the market. Daniel also talks about departmental failures such as lack of 
information sharing and communication. The USDA’s underlings ignored the expertise 
of other agencies and even their warnings or protestations over certain pesticide 
registrations. At times they even made labeling requirements with contradictory 
statements.20 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19 Pete Daniel, Toxic Drift: Pesticides and Health in the Post-World War II South. (Baton Rouge: 
University of Louisiana Press with the Smithsonian Museum of American History, 2005), 4. 
 20 Ibid. 145. 
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 Daniel also argues, with less intensity, that the general public was not concerned 
about the dangers of pesticides until the publishing of Silent Spring in 1962.21 Despite 
this assumption, Daniel examines the backlash of policy and public opinion against DDT 
both before and after 1962. One of the issues surounding DDT that Daniel explains is the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act of 1947, a measure requiring 
manufacturers to register their products as safe. The USDA could reject registration of a 
manufacturer if they felt the product was unsafe; however, companies could stil register 
under protest.22 Daniel also discusses the American Medical Association (AMA)’s report 
on dangerous household chemicals in 1954; DDT was included in this report. The 
AMA’s report led to a localized injunction against the spraying of pesticides in populated 
areas. Although the residents’ protests were not successful, Daniel uses cases like this to 
point out that there were localized areas where the public did understand and care about 
the harmful efects of pesticides.23 In his presentation of the controversy caused after the 
publishing of Silent Spring Daniel uses the Ribicof hearings to expose the size and 
arguments of both sides of the issue. Senator Abraham A. Ribicof caled a hearing to 
appraise the dangers of DDT after a massive fish kil in the lower part of the Mississippi 
River.24 The hearing involved over eight hundred chemical companies as wel as Rachel 
Carson and her supporters. Daniel places Rachel Carson and environmentalists who 
support her on one side and the chemical companies on the other.25 One of Daniel’s goals 
in his writing is to prove that by 1970 DDT and other common chemicals at the time had 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21 Ibid. 2. 
22 Ibid. 8. 
23 Ibid. 11.	  
	   24 Ibid. 84, 85. 
25 Ibid. 82. 
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been exposed as “serious health threats to both wildlife and to humans.” He brings light 
to the issue that despite this knowledge, these dangerous chemicals continued to be 
advertized as “miracle chemicals.”26 Daniel is deeply disturbed by this fact. 
 Daniel looks at the role of localized movements on the public level, but does not 
delve into the public opinion of the average citizen. He looks at the stories of a few 
individuals and how they shook-up the industry, but did not make a major diference. He 
instead focuses more on the governmental level of change. I atempt to take the 
individual opinions a step further to explain why public opinion changed as a whole. 
The forth scholar, Wiliam M. Tsutsui studies how media such as movies reflect 
culture, which is an important perspective in outlining scholarship relevant to my project. 
Tsutsui’s article “Looking Straight at ‘Them!’ Understanding the Big Bug Movies of the 
1950s,” focuses on the symbolism of the big bugs in Holywood movies of the 1950s. He 
believes that the big bugs represent the cultural and political tensions of that era.27 
Tsutsui contests the more common perception that these movies represent tensions and 
fear about the possibility of nuclear falout. In his study he uses movies such as Them!, 
The Deadly Mantis, Earth vs. the Spider, and The Wasp Woman to develop his main 
argument that these big bug movies symbolize the unease over the efectiveness of 
human eforts to control pests through the use of pesticides like DDT.28 
Tsutsui strengthens his argument through examples of anxiety in the American 
public over insects. As an example, Tsutsui uses the concern over the introduction of the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26 Ibid. 12. 
27 Wiliam M. Tsutsui, “Looking Straight at ‘Them!’ Understanding the Big Bug Movies of the 
1950s,” Environmental History 12, no. 2 (2007): 240. 
28 Ibid. 246.	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Argentine ant into diferent parts of the United States to show the type of widespread fear 
over insect invasions that had caught the atention of Holywood.29 He also argues that 
the tension at this time over pest invasions was due to an early general public realization 
that DDT and other pesticides like it were questionable on both the grounds of long term 
efectiveness as wel as on the grounds of public health. Tsutsui claims that these 
concerns were felt in the 1950s, especialy after the government program to use pesticides 
on the gypsy moth. This event visibly caused environmental degradation and afected the 
health of humans. The media caught on to this disaster, creating a public spectacle.30 In 
the conclusion of his article, Tsutsui atributes the cessation of Holywood big bug 
movies to Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring, which helped expose the exaggeration over the 
threat of pests as wel as the efectiveness of DDT.31 
 Tsutsui also uses media to assess public opinion. However, rather than using 
popular magazines as I have, he looks at Holywood movies of the 1950s. While, Tsutsui 
suggests that the public was alarmed with the spread of insects, nuclear falout, and the 
efectiveness and consequences of using pesticides during the 1950s, he does not develop 
this idea past that point. In the end, he claims that it was Silent Spring that shifted public 
opinion concerning DDT. I atempt to develop his idea that people were alarmed over the 
use of pesticides and were aware of its consequences prior to Silent Spring. 
The final scholar, Christopher J. Bosso, begins his book Pesticides and Politics: 
The Life Cycle of a Public Issue with a detailed description explaining the complexity of 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
29 Ibid. 246. 
30 Ibid. 248, 249. 
31 Ibid. 250.	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the controversy over pesticide use in the United States. Bosso shows that there are many 
people with an interest in this debate, each wanting something that hurts the other. 
Chemical companies’ goals are to maximize revenue, while agriculturalists are looking 
for the highest yield at the lowest cost. Environmentalists want to get rid of pesticides 
because of their damage to the environment, while public health advocates focus on 
pesticides’ benefits in eradicating serious diseases. Finaly, consumers are the most 
complex because they want inexpensive food and yet they are fearful of the health risks 
associated with pesticide use.32 None of these objectives can be achieved without 
detriment to the others. 
The main focus of Bosso’s book is to show how policy is controled by those with 
dominant interests and how the policies they create reflect their interests.33 He also 
studies, in this case, how the change of policy over pesticide use was made over time. 
Bosso chronologicaly portrays this transformation so that he can show the dynamic 
changes in policy over time that would not be visible in one moment. Pesticides and 
Politics asks three main questions about the controversy over pesticide use: What was the 
visibility of issue to the public? Who had competitive interests over issue? And what was 
the role of the government?34 Through the answers to these questions Bosso creates a 
clear image of the pesticide issue. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
32 Christopher J. Bosso, Pesticides and Politics: The Life Cycle of a Public Issue (Pitsburgh: 
University of Pitsburgh Press, 1987), xii. 
33 Ibid. 17. 
34 Ibid. 18. 
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Within in his chronology Bosso depicts opinion of DDT in its early years of 
public use to be so positive that the USDA had no interest in regulation of pesticides.35 
He also claims that in the 1940s there was litle to no knowledge of the environmental 
and health risks of DDT use.36 As readers goes through his work, they are exposed to 
diferent issues, which began to spark the public’s interest in the pesticide debate. Bosso 
uses examples of farmers needing to use more pesticides in order to maintain their 
competitiveness while also realizing the efect that they are having on the environment 
around them to explain the complexity of shift in public opinion.37 He also shows how 
concerns about the negative efects of pesticides were brought further into the public 
forum by works like Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring and the President’s Science Advisory 
Commitee’s pesticide report.38 As a result of this public exposure and pressure to 
regulate pesticide use policy was changed. 
 Bosso looks at the role of competing interests to decide public policy concerning 
pesticides. I find that his claim that in the 1940s there was litle to no knowledge of the 
risks of DDT to be weak. Bosso says that the combination of Silent Spring and 
President’s Science Advisory Commitee’s pesticide report exposed the public to the 
dangers of pesticides and from there the public pressured for change in pesticide policy. 
In my study I have atempted to answer the question of what information on the risks of 
DDT was actualy available to the public. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
35 Ibid. 31. 
36 Ibid. 43.	  
37 Ibid. 79. 
38 Ibid. 122.	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Each of these forms of scholarship brings an important element in forming the 
foundation of what is known about the DDT controversy. Bosso, Daniel, and Dunlap 
each bring necessary background over the use of DDT in the United States after World 
War I. They al bring in new elements of when and how the public was made aware of 
the dangers of pesticide use and how this awareness helped spur the change in policy. 
Hazlet contributes how propaganda was used surounding the publishing of Silent 
Spring, and how that helped shape public opinion of DDT. Finaly, Tsutsui’s work is 
important because he shows how public opinion and fears can and has been reflected in 
propaganda. While considering al of this previous scholarship, my research hopes to 
contribute something new to the history of DDT by looking at how public opinion over 
DDT between 1945 and 1972 was shaped around propaganda and also how this is 
reflected in the magazines of that time. 
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II. Methodology 
LIFE and Popular Science 
My research has focused on the archives of two widely circulated popular US 
magazines. I have focused my research on the two magazines, LIFE and Popular Science, 
for several reasons. First, both of these magazines were published throughout the time 
frame I am studying (1945-1972). Second, LIFE and Popular Science were popular 
widely circulated magazines in the years between 1945 and 1972. Third, they have 
existing archives that are easily accessible. Finaly, I have decided on these two 
magazines because they cover the scope of both the scientific world and the popular 
public sphere. Popular Science serves as the example of the types of information 
available for the science minded public. LIFE serves as the example for general news 
magazines at this time and gives insight into what knowledge was available and its scope 
of availability. Widely circulated popular magazines alow analysis of fluctuations of 
public opinion over DDT through their articles, advertisements, editorials, and political 
cartoons. They can also be used to identify around what publications and events public 
opinion fluctuated. Each of these archives give insight to what information was known 
about DDT and how the general public perceived the information.  
The archives of LIFE magazine are the most accessible and include more 
coverage over DDT. LIFE is easily accessed and searchable because its archives are 
available online through Google Books, which grants ful access to LIFE’s archives. 
LIFE is an important part of my research because it is a generalist magazine which 
includes a variety of topics to interest the general public. DDT appears within this wide 
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range of topics; articles range from scientific reports about DDT, stories about DDT use 
on prisoners of war, to articles about culture among high school students. This fact makes 
it reliable that the topics covered about DDT would have been accessed by a large 
audience between 1945 and 1972.  
My research into the content of LIFE has shown an overal transition of public 
opinion between 1945 and 1972 from viewing DDT as positive to viewing DDT as 
negative. I have made this corelation through the use of both the articles of LIFE 
magazine as wel as its advertisements. LIFE has been used as a tool to find around what 
other events and publications public opinion over DDT fluctuated. 
 Popular Science is also easily accessed. Like LIFE’s archives, Popular Science’s 
archives have been digitalized and placed onto Google Books for public access. Popular 
Science is one of the most widely circulated science magazines. Unlike LIFE, it is a 
scientificaly themed magazine rather than a generalist magazine. This science theme 
gives Popular Science a slightly diferent perspective on the issue of DDT. The theme 
also controls the types of articles that are published about DDT within Popular Science. 
A variety of perspectives is necessary when conducting research like this study over 
public opinion.  
 Popular Science’s archives show a similar trend of positive to negative between 
the years of 1945 and 1972. I have within the archives, discovered similar publications 
which expose public opinion of DDT, as wel as the larger forms of propaganda which 
drive changes in public opinion either positively or negatively. An example of how 
changes in public opinion of DDT can be tracked in Popular Science as wel is shown in 
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the comparison of Figure 1 and Figure 2. Figure 1 is a selection of an article from the 
December 1945 edition of Popular Science entitled “DDT in Paint May Protect Ships 
from Barnacles.” This article shows an optimistic view of the promise of DDT’s ability to 
be used in a wider variety of ways.39 Figure 2 is a selection from an article found in the 
October 1970 edition of Popular Science entitled “Insecticide Disposal: The Heat’s On”. 
This article holds the opinion of DDT as a health risk. The context of the article discusses 
 
what is to be done about the need to dispose of harmful pesticides while discussing the 
fact that puting the chemicals into the ground does not make them go away.40 Figure 1 
and Figure 2 display the large shift of public opinion of DDT from positive to negative. 
The goal of my research and my use of Popular Science is to not only show these large 
scale shifts of public opinion but also to look more in depth into events and publications 
which stir changes of public opinion. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   39 “DDT in Paint May Protect Ships from Barnacles,” Popular Science, December, 1945, 207. 
Note: al articles were retrieved through the archive and are available through Google Books. 
 40 “Insecticide Disposal: The Heat’s On,” Popular Science, October, 1970, 32.	  
 
 
Figure 1 (Left). “DDT in Paint May 
Protect Ships from Barnacles” Popular 
Science December 1945. Figure 2 
(Below). “Insecticide Disposal: The 
Heat’s On” Popular Science October 
1970. 
24 
 
Quantitative and Qualitative Methodology 
 For quantitative analysis, each publication (an article or advertisement) 
mentioning DDT in both LIFE and Popular Science was categorized as either an 
advertisement or an article. An advertisement was categorized as any publication 
atempting to sel a product from a company to a consumer. The article designation was 
somewhat less stringent and encompassed any publication that was not an advertisement 
including news stories, leters to the editor, picture segments, and opinions. Each 
publication mentioning DDT was also labeled as positive towards DDT, neutral towards 
DDT, or negative towards DDT. The publications were then recorded by year, totaling 
the numbers of positive, neutral, and negative coverage for that year as wel as totaling 
the numbers of advertisements and articles for that year. Publication statistics for LIFE 
and Popular Science magazines were recorded separately.  
 As part of the qualitative analysis, ninety-two publications were selected. Each of 
the selected publications were placed into one of six categories: portraying DDT 
positively as a “miracle” chemical, portraying DDT positively during its use in military 
and large scale public health campaigns, portraying DDT positively as one tool in the 
War on Bugs, portraying DDT negatively as it was replaced by stronger chemicals, 
portraying DDT negatively as a health threat, and portraying the integration of DDT into 
American society. Images from LIFE and Popular Science relating to the content of the 
selected publications have been inserted into the text to give a visual summary of these 
six categories. 
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III. Research 
 
Advertisements vs. Articles and Positive, Negative, and Neutral Data 
 
 Between LIFE and Popular Science, my research covered a total of 343 articles 
and advertisements mentioning DDT. The archives of LIFE from 1944-1973 contained a 
total of 173 publications mentioning DDT. The archives of Popular Science contained a 
total of 170 publications mentioning DDT. Of the combined 343 publications from LIFE 
and Popular Science mentioning DDT, 63.6% of publications mentioning DDT were 
articles and 36.4% of publications mentioning DDT were advertisements. Of the 173 
publications from LIFE, 44.5% of publications mentioning DDT were articles and 55.5% 
of publications mentioning DDT were advertisements. Of the 170 publications 
mentioning DDT from Popular Science, 28.2% of publications mentioning DDT were 
articles and 71.8% of publications mentioning DDT were advertisements (refer to Figure 
3). 
 In general of the publications mentioning DDT in both LIFE and Popular Science 
by year, more were advertisements. Advertisements mentioning DDT in LIFE, when 
considered by year, decreased significantly after 1948, increased only slightly in 1952, 
before faling of after 1958 to one or fewer advertisements mentioning DDT (refer to 
Figure 4). Articles mentioning DDT in LIFE, when considered by year, increased 
significantly in 1946, decreased dramaticaly in 1949, increased again in 1952, only to 
drop of after 1958 with slight blips in coverage during 1970 and 1971. The number of 
articles and the number of advertisements mentioning DDT in LIFE both peaked in 1946. 
Advertisements mentioning DDT in Popular Science, when considered by year, 
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decreased significantly after 1957, dropping to one or fewer advertisements mentioning 
DDT (refer to Figure 5). Articles mentioning DDT in Popular Science, when considered 
by year, peaked in 1946 and 1947, dropped of after 1948 with slight blips in coverage 
during 1951, 1954, and 1970. The number of articles and the number of advertisements 
mentioning DDT in Popular Science both similarly peaked in 1946. 
 Publications mentioning DDT from both LIFE and Popular Science were 
categorized as positive, negative, or neutral based on the tone of the publication towards 
DDT (refer to Figure 6). Of the combined 343 publications from LIFE and Popular 
Science mentioning DDT, 54.2% of publications mentioning DDT caried a positive tone 
towards DDT, 23.3% of publications mentioning DDT caried a negative tone towards 
DDT, and 21.9% of publications mentioning DDT caried a neutral tone towards DDT. 
Positive, Negative, and Neutral tone was analyzed by magazine. The archives of LIFE 
from 1944-1973 resulted in 50.3% of publications mentioning DDT carying a positive 
tone towards DDT, 31.8% of publications mentioning DDT carying a negative tone 
towards DDT, and 17.9% of publications mentioning DDT carying a neutral tone 
towards DDT. The archives of Popular Science from the same years resulted in 58.2% of 
publications mentioning DDT carying a positive tone towards DDT, 14.7% of 
publications mentioning DDT carying a negative tone towards DDT, and 25.9% of 
publications mentioning DDT carying a neutral tone towards DDT. 
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Figure 3. Review of Number of Articles and Number of Ads Mentioning DDT in LIFE and Popular Science. 
	  
Figure 4. LIFE DDT Coverage Yearly Totals: Article and Ad. 
28 
 
  
 
 
 
 
0	  
5	  
10	  
15	  
20	  
25	  
30	  
19
44	  
19
46	  
19
48	  
19
50	  
19
52	  
19
54	  
19
56	  
19
58	  
19
60	  
19
62	  
19
64	  
19
66	  
19
68	  
19
70	  
19
72	  
Nu
mb
er	  
of	  
Me
n/
ons
	  
Year	  
Popular	  Science	  DDT	  Coverage	  Yearly	  Totals:	  
Ar/cle	  and	  Ad	  
Total	  Number	  
Number	  of	  Ar5cles	  
Number	  of	  Ads	  
0	  
20	  
40	  
60	  
80	  
100	  
120	  
140	  
160	  
180	  
200	  
Posi5ve	  
(50.3%)	  
Nega5ve	  
(31.8%)	  
Neutral	  
(17.9%)	  
Total	  
Number	  
Posi5ve	  
(58.2%)	  
Nega5ve	  
(14.7%)	  
Neutral	  
(25.9%)	  
Total	  
Number	  
LIFE	   PopSci	  
Review	  of	  LIFE	  and	  Popular	  Science	  DDT	  
References	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Figure 5. Popular Science DDT Coverage Yearly Totals: Article and Ad. 
29 
 
 Positive, Negative, and Neutral tone of publications mentioning DDT were also 
broken down by year for both LIFE and Popular Science. The combined archives from 
1944-1973 contained more years with an overal positive tone towards DDT than years 
with overal negative or neutral tones towards DDT. In the traditional story of DDT and 
public opinion, one would expect years with overal positive tones towards DDT until 
1962, when Silent Spring was published, and years with overal negative tones towards 
DDT in the years folowing. Yet in LIFE the years of 1954, 1955, 1956, 1957, and 1958 
caried negative overal tones towards DDT (refer to Figures 7-8). These negative 
mentions either express concern about the safety of DDT and DDT products or express 
concern about the efectiveness of DDT in the wake of mounting tolerance in insects. 
Similarly in Popular Science 1951 caried a negative tone towards DDT and the years of 
1954, 1955, and 1958 caried neutral tones towards DDT with neither more positive or 
negative mentions of DDT (refer to Figures 9-10).  
 
Figure 7. LIFE Number of Positive, Negative, and Neutral Occurrences By Year (1944-1973). 
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 Figure 9. Popular Science Number of Positive, Negative, and Neutral Occurrences By Year (1944-1973). 
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Figure 8. LIFE DDT Coverage Yearly Totals: Positive, Negative, and Neutral. 
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 From Miracle to Danger 
 Both LIFE and Popular 
Science showed similar paterns of 
the types of coverage they gave 
DDT. While there were some 
unexpected articles about the 
dangers of DDT as early as 1946, generaly the trend of DDT coverage folowed the 
progressive patern of portraying DDT positively as a “miracle” chemical, portraying 
DDT positively during its use in military and large scale public health campaigns, 
portraying DDT positively as one tool in the War on Bugs, portraying DDT negatively as 
it was replaced by stronger chemicals, and 
portraying DDT negatively as a health threat. I 
have also found various articles in LIFE and 
Popular Science that give some insight to the 
extent DDT was indoctrinated into American 
society during this time period. 
 DDT gained it miracle status during World 
War I when it saved the lives of countless civilians 
and soldiers that would have been lost to disease. 
Its success created great expectations for what 
DDT could do once it was released for public use. 
In 1944 Popular Science published an article to this 
Figure 11. Chase'm Insecticide Spray LIFE June 17, 1946. 
Figure 12. Leter to the Editor LIFE July 29, 
1946. 
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efect, titled “He’s Deadly…Swat Him!” which states “When peace comes the new 
insecticide DDT, now pre-empted for use in bug-ridden batle areas, wil help decimate 
this dangerous pest [the housefly].”41 This portrayal of DDT as a “scientific wonder”42 
emerging out of World War I technology caried on into 1946 in both LIFE and Popular 
Science. DDT along with the jeep and scuba gear are just a few of these scientific 
advances made available to the public after World War I. “He’s Deadly…Swat Him!” 
also announces the disease carying housefly as “public enemy No. 1” and the transition 
from the war against fascism to the War on Bugs.43 Several leters to the editors in LIFE 
magazine from 1946, show this shift by comparing the housefly to Hitler.44 The next year 
Popular Science included DDT on its list of chemical marvels claiming its efectiveness  
 
and safety.45 Various advertisements like Sergeant’s Skip-Flea Powder similarly claimed 
safety and results of DDT. That same year LIFE included an image by Vera Bock of a 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   41 “He’s Deadly…Swat Him,” Popular Science, August, 1944.,117. 
 42 “Speaking of Pictures…These Demonstrate How DDT Paralyzes a Mosquito,” LIFE, Jan 21, 
1946, 10-11. 
 43 “He’s Deadly…Swat Him,” 117. 
 44 “Leters to the Editors,” LIFE, July 29, 1946, 4. 
 45 “Chemical Marvels,” Popular Science, May, 1945, 150-154.	  
Figure 13. Sergeant’s 
Skip-Flea Powder Ad 
LIFE May 19, 1947. 
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Christmas tree “decorated with post-war luxuries, including gold DDT guns.”46 This 
image appears to be equating DDT to a gift to society as wel as linking to the miracle of 
Christmas reinforcing DDT’s miracle status. 
 
 Later DDT was portrayed as a lasting scientific advancement. In Popular 
Science’s 1947 assessment of the significant developments of the previous seventy-five 
years DDT was listed twice.47 Advertisements also continued caling DDT miraculous, 
using its name to sel their pesticide products to consumers.48 Beyond disease and 
household insect control, DDT received recognition for its ability to protect crops from 
pests. Its use led to higher yields and was sprayed on many crops including apples. LIFE 
covered DDT’s positive efects on apple crops in the United States. DDT was used to 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   46 “Speaking of Pictures…Artists Draw Christmas Trees,” LIFE, December 24, 1945, 9. 
 47 “The Growing Years of Science: A Chronology of Significant Developments and Discoveries 
During the Last 75 Years,” Popular Science, May 1947, 122-23. 
 48 “Bug Blaster Advertisement,” LIFE, May 19, 1947, 60.	  
Figure 14. Speaking of 
Pictures LIFE Dec 24, 
1945. 
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control worms on apples, the largest fruit crop of the United States and its third largest 
farm export. The use of DDT by apple farmers served as a mark to show that they had 
moved into the scientific age.49 LIFE also discussed the revolution of the farm as a  
	  
Figure 15. Revolution of the Farm LIFE Aug 23, 1948. 
whole. DDT, fertilizers, new machinery, and genetic engineering al contributed to this 
radical change in farming practices. Experts recommended DDT above other insecticides, 
and it gained the reputation as a crop saver.50 New technologies also made the use of 
DDT much easier. A fog machine made available in 1948 alowed farmers to use the 
wonder chemical DDT at 10% of the cost and made the job of spraying DDT ten times 
faster. The fog machine also supposedly made spraying DDT a much safer process. In its 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   49 “Apples,” LIFE, Oct 6, 1947, 79-86. 
 50 “Revolution of the Farm,” LIFE, Aug 23, 1948, 95-104.	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article about the fog machine, LIFE included pictures of this new process in action and 
reported on DDT’s efectiveness and safety.51 
 
  
 DDT was also positively portrayed in LIFE and Popular Science when it was 
used in military and large scale public health campaigns. As previously stated DDT 
gained popularity because of its success during World War I. DDT not only saved the 
lives of soldiers, it also saved the lives of civilians. LIFE covered the story of how a 
typhus epidemic in Naples was brought under control through the use of DDT. As the 
Germans retreated from Naples they dynamited the city’s water system leaving them 
without water for cleaning. Through the lack of sanitation, a lice problem grew and began 
spreading typhus across the city. The slums were hit especialy hard. DDT was sprayed in 
the city and directly on humans in order to delouse them and bring the epidemic under 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   51 “New Process Makes Insect Control Safe, Stainless and 90% Cheaper,” LIFE, July 19, 1948, 
49-51. 
Figures 16-18. Fogging LIFE July 19, 1948. 
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control.52 It is a necessity of military campaigns abroad to quarter troops in local housing 
in order to establish a headquarters closer to the front. Part of the quartering process 
included clean-up of the residencies to prevent disease. DDT was the main tool in the 
clean-up process to make homes safe and suitable for soldiers on the Western front.53 
 
 
 On the Pacific Theater, DDT was sprayed on the Pacific Islands before they could 
be invaded.54 The threat of disease was even more present on the Pacific Theater, where 
malaria was even more prominent. LIFE portrayed the process of spraying DDT on other 
countries to have been beneficial for them. In the Pacific Islands, LIFE’s writers said that 
it changed them from a place infested with flies and disease into a health resort.55 
Similarly, LIFE’s writers claimed that DDT spraying in North Africa gave “Arabs their 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 52 “Typhus in Naples,” LIFE, Feb 28, 1944, 36-37. 
	   53 “LIFE’s Reports: Army Requisitioning,” LIFE, Apr 8, 1946.,16-22. 
 54 “Flying Flit-Gun Strafes Insects with DDT,” Popular Science, May 1945, 155.  
 55 “The American Marianas,” LIFE, May 21, 1945, 53-58. 
Figures 19-20. Typhus in Naples LIFE Feb 28, 1944. 
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first itchless night’s sleep in centuries.”56 DDT was also used by the United States 
military during the Korean War to reduce the number of casualties from disease.  
	  
 Figure 21. Guam Round Up Popular Science Feb 1946. 
 In the aftermath of both World War I and the Korean War, DDT was used on 
prisoners of war and others who were being repatriated to their home countries. DDT was 
sprayed in order to control the spread of disease and for the individual’s safety. In the 
repatriation of the Japanese back home, “DDT was a crucial part of the re-entry 
process.”57 LIFE’s coverage of Japan’s reconstruction after World War I lists four major 
accomplishments of Japan: health, education, land reform, and economic improvement. 
DDT was mentioned in the health section, stating that it reduced disease in Japan 
significantly.58 In Guam after World War I, catle that had been driven of into the 
wilderness to prevent the Japanese from eating them were rounded up and sprayed with 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   56 “Speaking of Pictures…These Demonstrate How DDT Paralyzes a Mosquito,” LIFE, Jan 21, 
1946, 10-11. 
 57 “Japanese Come Home From Lost Empire,” LIFE, Feb 11, 1946, 17-23. 
 58 “Lifting Up a Beaten People,” LIFE, Aug 22, 1955, 90-106.	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DDT.59 The widespread use of DDT in the public also created jobs for returning veterans 
who knew how to use the necessary equipment for spraying DDT. Jobs created included 
pesticide-spraying pilots and fog-generator technicians, positions that both needed skiled 
and experienced operators.60 This fact also gained favor with the population as a whole 
who wanted to see their veterans employed rather than on the streets. 
 
 
 DDT was also used in large scale public health operations that were unrelated to 
war. Most notably, DDT was used in Puerto Rico, Cairo, the Middle East, and Morocco. 
In 1947 there was a mass migration of Puerto Ricans into New York. Many Puerto 
Ricans left to escape unemployment, disease, and starvation. DDT was sprayed in the 
streets of Puerto Rico in an atempt to improve the conditions there and to fight the 
spread of disease.61 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   59 “Roundup on Guam,” Popular Science, Feb 1946, 98. 
 60 “March of Science: Ship-Hider Fights Bugs,” Popular Science, June 1948, 113.  
 61 “Puerto Rican Migrants Jam New York,” LIFE Aug 25, 1947, 25-29.	  
Figure 22 (Left). Japanese Come Home From Lost Empire LIFE Feb 11, 1946. Figure 
23 (Right). Korean War POW Sprayed LIFE May 4, 1953. 
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 That same year there was an epidemic of cholera in Egypt. Despite isolation and 
inoculations, the disease continued to spread. As part of the World Health Organization’s 
attempt to control the spread of cholera to major cities like Cairo, an anti-fly campaign 
was created.62 DDT was the major tool of the anti-fly campaign and in Cairo “planes 
equipped with DDT sprays flew at housetop level over the city…while the nervous 
Egyptians opened wide their windows and hung out matresses. By week’s end the 
epidemic, first in Egypt since 1902 was reported under control.”63 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   62 Aly Tewfik Shousha, Cholera Epidemic in Egypt (1947): A Preliminary Report, World Health 
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 63 “Cholera in Cairo: Planes Spray the City’s Rooftops with DDT to Help Check Epidemic,” LIFE, 
Oct 27, 1947, 46.	  
Figure 24 (Left). Puerto Rican Migration LIFE Aug 25, 1947. Figure 25 (Right). Cholera in Cairo 
LIFE Oct 27, 1947. 
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 DDT was also used in other Middle Eastern countries to control diseases like 
malaria. LIFE covered the use of DDT to control malaria in this area in several articles 
from 1949,64 with the implementation of Truman’s programs, into 1952, with its story on 
Bahrain’s modernization.65 LIFE often portrayed the use of DDT by Middle Eastern 
countries as a step towards modernization. DDT was also used in Morocco in 1960 after 
an earthquake hit Agadir, leaving over 10,000 people as refugees. Before the ten United 
States Navy reservists could give aid, they were sprayed with DDT to prevent them from 
catching disease.66 DDT was the chief weapon of the World Health Organization’s 
campaigns against malaria. 
	  
Figure 26. The Fires of Iran LIFE Jun 18, 1951. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   64 “America Overseas: We are Already Pioneering Truman’s ‘Bold New Program’,” LIFE, Feb 14, 
1949, 24. 
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 66 “Help from Afar for Agadir,” LIFE, April 18, 1960, 52.	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 DDT was a chief tool controling insect-borne diseases at home too. The Center 
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) used DDT as its main tool in its campaign to 
eliminate malaria in the United States.67 Encephalitis was another threat to public health, 
and in 1952 there was an epidemic in the California Central Valey. DDT was used to 
combat the mosquitoes that spread the sleeping sickness.68 Through public health 
campaigns like these DDT became linked with the War on Bugs. 
 
 
 Into the 1950s, DDT was stil used in the War on Bugs, but was no longer the 
only or primary tool to control insect populations. Popular Science published an article 
discussing a new mist sprayer that was said to be 1000x more efective than previous 
equipment. This sprayer could enhance the ability to control insects with insecticides like 
DDT.69 Other technology enhanced the use of DDT and other insecticides in the War on 
Bugs. In 1954 old airplanes and hand grenades were used to spread insecticides. Popular 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   67 “Elimination of Malaria in the United States (1947-1951),” Centers for Disease Control and  
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 68 “Valey Fights ‘Deadly Sleep’,” LIFE, Aug 18, 1952, 24-45. 
 69 “Mist Sprayer Steps Up War On Insects,” Popular Science, Aug, 1947, 130. 
Figure 27-28. Valey Fights ‘Deadly Sleep’ LIFE Aug 18, 1952. 
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Science acknowledged the problem of controling the spread of DDT spray from 
airplanes.70 One of LIFE’s article articulating the need to use DDT in conjunction with 
other chemicals, despite high hopes for DDT as a wonder chemical, listed of insect pests 
that DDT was stil efective against.71 
 
 While it was clear that DDT was not the wonder chemical that people had hoped 
it would be, DDT use was continued to control pest populations. On into the 1950’s some 
pest populations were out of control. Minnesota was plagued by caterpilars: “both 
(highways and trees) were covered with bilions of caterpilars which had just hatched 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   70 “How to Fight Mosquitoes,” Popular Science, June, 1954, 108-112. 
 71 “New Warfare on Old Bugs,” LIFE, May 25, 1953, 156-161.	  
Figure 29. Caterpilar Cataract 
LIFE Jun 18, 1951. 
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and were eating their way across the land.”72 Caterpilars on the highway were said to be 
as thick as snow. DDT and flame throwers were used in an efort to control the 
caterpillars.73 LIFE also gave advice for gardeners atempting to fight against pests. One 
article, giving advice for rose gardeners, states how to efectively use a combination of 
pesticides including DDT. However, it also states that there is something more efective: 
“There is an efective powder or spray for al insects and diseases that beset roses. Water-
-Lots of it-is the best tonic for roses.”74 On into 1971, LIFE and its readers discussed the  
	  
   Figure 30. Roses LIFE Mar 30, 1959. 
use of DDT to control disease. One reader was taken aback after reading an article LIFE 
published caled “A Lament for Some Doomed Companions.” He responded by sending a 
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leter to the editor stating that people should be more concerned with human disease 
epidemics and the benefits of DDT in public health campaigns than the deaths of birds 
and the negatives of DDT use.75 Just as public opinion of DDT shifted from being a 
miracle chemical, public opinion similarly shifted from viewing DDT as a beneficial tool 
to one that was being phased out for beter, more efective chemicals. 
	   	  
       Figure 31. Synklor Popular Science Dec 1947. 
 The presentation of the phasing out of DDT for more efective chemicals in both 
LIFE and Popular Science began in their pesticide advertisements. As early as 1946 
advertisements in Popular Science like the advertisement for Hexi-kol, claim that their 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   75 “Leters to the Editors: Pesticides,” LIFE, Feb 12, 1971, 14. 
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product is the successor of DDT.76 These advertisements implied that while DDT was the 
best, it was now less effective, and that their new product was beter than the best. DDT 
was so popular it had become the comparison point for new chemicals. They were either 
safer or more efective than DDT. A new pesticide Synklor was “reported to be no more 
toxic to humans than DDT” but 4x as potent.77 The presentation of new chemicals often 
discussed how the new chemical’s ability to kil insects that had become resistant to 
DDT. For example, the insecticide DFDT was claimed to “kil houseflies beter than 
DDT,” and was even endorsed by “Dr. W.T. Sumerford of US Public Health Service to 
be less toxic to warm-blooded animals.”78 Malathion, an insecticide that is stil used  
 
 
today, became one of the main successors of DDT. Advertisements in LIFE portrayed 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   76 “Hexi-kol Advertisement,” Popular Science, Oct, 1946, 49. 
 77 “New Poison Kils Pests,” Popular Science, Dec, 1947, 224. 
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Figures 32-33. American Cyanamid Company Advertisement LIFE May 5, 1958. 
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malathion as the new wonder kiler saying “one insecticide protects your whole garden”79 
and “it is capable of kiling practicaly any insect”80 even insects that DDT was no longer 
efective against. By 1958 malathion was acknowledged as a widely used farm  
chemical.81 Finaly, coverage on the phasing out of DDT began to focus on the use of 
integrated pest control methods. An article that appeared in LIFE titled, “Amid 
Arguments Over Insecticides, Science Enlists Bugs to Fight Bugs: War Against the 
Insects,” discussed scientists relooking at the use of biological control to manage pests. 
Scientists experimented with several methods of biological control including the use of 
natural predators, sterilization, and baiting traps based on odors that naturaly atracted 
the targeted insects. 
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 81 Ibid. 
Figure 34. Scientists Enlist Bugs to Fight Bugs LIFE May 11, 1962. 
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Biological control was a much cheaper option of pest management as $400 milion per 
year was being spent on insect control in 1962 while insects only caused $225 milion of 
damage per year. The price of insect control raised because of the amount of chemicals 
needed to have the same insect control results increased.82 While DDT was being phased 
out by other chemicals, it also received negative press as people became disilusioned 
about its ability and safety. 
 It was shocking to find that as early as 1945 and 1946 the media was already 
questioning the safety and ability of DDT. LIFE published an article discussing that “the 
great promise” of DDT was questionable because it kiled valuable insects as wel. It also  
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Figure 35. DDT Kils a 
Honeybee LIFE Jan 21, 1946. 
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claimed that “it is certain that science can only hope for partial control.”83 LIFE’s articles 
also discussed DDT’s dangers to fish and animals and failure to kil many pests.84 
Popular Science also discussed early on the dangers of DDT. Its articles recognized 
DDT’s danger to man because it builds up in fats, concentrates in the milk of animals 
(including humans), and atacks the nervous system. Trouble controling the spread of 
DDT was also mentioned early on. One article stated, “unfortunately, once DDT has been 
deposited, it is out of control.”85 Popular Science also discussed the process in which 
insects built tolerance to DDT. Popular Science reported on the US Department of 
Agriculture’s statement about “a complication in the war on insects, their tendency to 
develop resistance to insecticides.” Popular Science even claimed that DDT toughened 
flies.86 
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   84 “Speaking of Pictures…DDT Kils a Honeybee,” LIFE, Jan 21, 1946, 13. 
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 By 1952, DDT coverage in Popular Science seemed to find the batle between 
DDT and insects a lost cause.87 That same year the first advertisement claiming that an 
insecticide was safer without DDT appeared in LIFE.88 Some people became fanatical 
about their concern over the dangers of DDT. LIFE covered the story about a scientist 
running an experiment testing bees’ sense of time. The scientist needed to be on a plane 
in order to conduct his experiment, but he had trouble with the experiment due to airport 
regulations. When the airplane oficials atempted to complete their standard spraying of 
DDT, “he prevented oficials from routinely spraying the plane’s interior with DDT only 
by threatening to release a swarm of bees about their heads.”89 Not everyone reacted as 
strongly, but concern over DDT was present and growing. 
  
 The use of DDT in large scale operations was also being questioned. Dutch elm 
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disease plagued the nation’s trees since its introduction in 1928. By 1950 over 2 milion 
elms had been cut down, burnt, and sprayed in an atempt to control the spread of Dutch 
elm disease. DDT had been the most successful method, but could not control it. As a 
result people had become disilusioned to DDT’s efectiveness and looked for other 
control methods in the losing batle.90 Insecticides were similarly used in a campaign 
against the spread of fire ants in the south. However, this time around there was a lot of 
controversy over their use on such a large scale. Locals protested their use and have said 
that the insecticides are dangerous to good insects and songbirds. One area in Alabama 
that was sprayed reported that 75% of their animal population was kiled in the  
 
 
spraying. The first court case over the safety of DDT arose at the same time over the 
atempt to control the gypsy moth in New York, and doctors finaly spoke up about their 
belief “That certain curent ils may be due in part to the cumulative reaction to numerous 
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insecticides which Americans ingest with their food, and point out that the chemicals 
have not been suficiently tested to determine their long term efect on man.”91 After the 
use of DDT to fight the gypsy moth created so much controversy and was proven to be 
inefective, forestry oficials began to recommend integrated pest control methods.92 
Even the World Health Organization’s public health campaign fighting malaria had 
become disilusioned about the efectiveness of DDT. They were forced to speed up their 
operations because the malaria-carying mosquitoes quickly developed resistance to 
DDT.93 
  
 In 1962, coinciding with the publishing of Silent Spring, LIFE published its first 
leter to the editor that expressed concern over the use of DDT. This concern expressed in 
the readers own words folows, “There has been much wholesale and indiscriminate use 
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of DDT sprays in many communities in this country. These sprayings have been ordered 
by self-styled ‘experts’ in a vain efort to save that sacred cow, the American elm.”94 The 
sentiment expressed in this leter appears to be saying: If such large scale spraying of 
DDT were to save the American elm, it would not be worth it as the American elm had 
been idolized to the point that its reputation exceeded its actual worth. To make maters 
worse, DDT could not save the American elm, rendering its spraying futile. 
 
 
 LIFE also began to cover scientific studies on the far reaching spread of DDT and 
the dangers of DDT to birds, fish, and mammals. LIFE’s article “The Hunt to Save Kings 
of the Wild” received an emotional response from its readers. The article discussed both 
the discovery of DDT in the tissue of polar bears, an animal far removed from areas 
sprayed with DDT, and a running experiment on bald eagles conducted by the US Fish & 
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Figure 41. The Hunt to Save Kings of the Wild LIFE Jan 11, 1963. 
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Wildlife Service in conjunction with the Audubon Society. The study began in 1961, and 
the efects of DDT on bald eagles were tested by tethering the eagles to a post and 
feeding them set doses of DDT every day. The study found that DDT had many negative 
efects on the bald eagles including sterilization and death.95 
 
  
 The article included several graphic pictures eliciting a strong response from 
LIFE’s readers against these tests. Readers responded with comments like: “Surely with 
modern methods of testing for DDT, a reasonable estimate of exposure can be made and 
research conducted where the data have meaning. Observation of captive eagles tied to a 
pole can hardly be meaningful.”96 And “It is absolutely inhuman and we who love 
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animals and birds cannot tolerate it.”97 Others claimed that the Audubon Society would 
condemn the treatment of birds in the study. Yet, “The Hunt to Save Kings of the Wild” 
even caught the eye of the president of the Audubon Society. He fixed an eror in the 
article stating that while the experiment on the bald eagles was “important and necessary” 
it was conducted by the US Fish & Wildlife Service alone. Instead, the Audubon Society 
was working in conjunction with the US Fish & Wildlife Service on a survey of the 
eagle’s population.98 LIFE’s editors also responded to readers’ concerns that the 
experiment was a necessary process to precisely determine the efects of DDT.99 
 
 Other experiments looking at DDT’s efects on bird populations looked into the 
thinning of egg shels. The peregrine falcon was eventualy listed as an endangered 
species because of the decline in their population due to the efects of DDT.100 Later in 
1970 scientists also ran studies of polar bears, whose populations they believed to be in 
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danger, by colecting tissue samples. Traces of DDT were found in the polar bear tissue 
samples. LIFE’s writers expressed that, “while stil slight, the presence of the chemicals 
(DDT and other pesticides) so far north of the areas where they are used shows how none 
of the world’s wildlife is truly immune from the consequences of human interference 
with the environment.”101 
 
 
 Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring gave DDT some negative publicity. I would like to 
note here that despite Silent Spring becoming a national best seler, there were very few 
articles directly linking Silent Spring to DDT. The ones that did were negative towards 
DDT. Both Popular Science and LIFE presented coverage of Silent Spring. Popular 
Science mentions Silent Spring’s controversy yet admits that insecticides are dangerous. 
One article ofered rules on how to keep yourself safe when handling insecticides and 
ranked insecticides by toxicity. DDT fel in the middle range of toxicity. That same 
article explained the strict labeling requirements enforced by the United States 
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Department of Agriculture.102 A couple years later Silent Spring was mentioned again in 
conjunction with DDT. This time LIFE reported the congressional subcommitee’s 
conclusion that Silent Spring “unduly alarmed the public.”103 It mentioned 
conservationists’ campaign for “a ban on pesticides which tend to remain in the soil for 
years.”104 DDT was among those listed. LIFE also expressed concern over the level of 
DDT found in milk. Silent Spring was mentioned again in 1970 when Pete Seeger the 
captain of the Clearwater, a ship run by environmentalists  
 
advocating against polution, aspired to be like Rachel Carson who “now, a decade later, 
almost everyone says ‘DDT is being banned largely because of her.’”105 
As people began to publicly cal DDT too dangerous to use, it became part of the larger 
environmental movement. LIFE’s editors took a clear stance on the environmental 
movement and tried to bring awareness to it through the running editorial “Threatened 
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America.” This section covered legislative changes towards DDT as it was “being 
questioned or ha[d] been banned in 17 states because of its damage to other forms of 
life.”106 LIFE continued to cover the environmental movement as its momentum grew. 
One article listed a number of environmental problems saying, “unless something is done 
to reverse environmental deterioration…horors lie in wait.”107 DDT was among the 
environmental problems listed. LIFE’s article also linked DDT directly to human health 
problems by commenting that, “residual DDT colecting in the human liver wil make use 
of certain common drugs and increase liver cancer.”108 
 
   In 1970 the government knew they needed a new way to approach environmental 
issues. The question now became: How? One of the major problems with environmental 
regulation, before the creation of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), was that 
eighty different departments had environmental services. DDT was similarly regulated by 
a number of departments with competing interests including the United States 
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Department of Agriculture, the United States Public Health Service, the Food and Drug 
Administration, and the Department of Health, Education and Welfare. In the end they  
 
created the EPA which later assumed control of pesticide registration. The government 
wanted to act quickly to create environmental legislation because they saw 1970 as a key 
moment of environmental focus that could be lost to competing interests like poverty 
concerns. LIFE’s article “How Do We Get From Here to There?” puts the realization of 
environmentalists into these words: “We’d ered in thinking environment was simply a 
mater of managing natural resources. What had to be managed was man himself.”109 
 From 1970 on LIFE published a series of articles lamenting al of the 
environmental problems, DDT included. LIFE shared the story of Patrick Powel, a 
thirteen year old boy, who explained how much polution afected his life. Patrick was 
denied some of the usual experiences of a child, such as swimming in a local water body, 
as a result of polution. Like most kids, Patrick had an interest in bugs. He distinctly 
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recals one he had as a pet, a pinch bug. Patrick explained that he had had the bug for a 
long time until one day he fed it a worm and it died. He blamed DDT as the culprit.110 
Patrick’s story reflects both the general public’s regret at the state of polution and their 
general view of DDT as a kiler.  
 
 
 Even after the push towards the ban of DDT, people questioned whether it was 
too late to undo the damage of DDT. LIFE published an article caled “A Lament for 
Some Doomed Companions” that exemplifies this point of view. The article’s author, 
Don Moser ponders whether the populations of beloved birds of his past could bounce 
back. His article begins with the chiling tale of an ibis dying from contact with DDT. It 
is a slow, painful death as DDT atacks the nervous system of the bird. In the end Moser 
is glad that DDT is on its way to be banned as “it confirms the right of concerned citizens 
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to participate in decisions formerly made between manufacturers and regulatory 
agencies.”111 Moser’s article brought several reader responses one expressing a slightly 
 
diferent view from Moser about the efects of DDT, “although the thought of a birdless 
world is a depressing, man’s naiveté is even more frightening. From an ecological point 
of view man is just another species; the extinction of one species only brings closer the 
extinction of al species.”112                                                 
 In the end, it was decided that it was necessary to cancel DDT’s registration 
efectively banning DDT in the United States. The new problem arose of how to get rid 
of DDT and other pesticides that had similarly been banned. Few options existed as 
previous methods of purging unwanted material such as dumping could not be done. The 
most common method to get existing DDT of of the market was to simply store it. 
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Incineration was another method considered.113 In the end DDT became the comparison 
point for other dangerous substances harmful to humans such as mercury, lead, and 
carbon monoxide.114 
 Separate from general themes of DDT’s coverage in LIFE and Popular Science, 
several of LIFE’s articles give insight into just how integrated DDT and its name became 
into American society. One of LIFE’s readers wrote in concerning a practical joke he had 
played on a co-worker bragging about his weekend camping plans, armed against insects 
with DDT. The reader replaced his co-workers DDT with Pepsi. Needless to say, the co-
worker had a bit more of an insect-infested weekend than he had originaly planned.115 
 
Another reader wrote in to LIFE expressing his displeasure with tipping situations: “My 
pet aversion is the guy in the men’s room at any night spot or hotel lounge who flicks his 
wisk broom at two imaginary bits of dust on my coat and then extends his hand-palm up. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   113 “Insecticide Disposal: The Heat’s On,” Popular Science, Oct, 1970, 32. 
 114 “Lead, Carbon Monoxide, DDT, Sulfur Dioxide-Now There’s a New Contender for the Title of 
Public Polutant No. 1: The Facts Behind the Mercury Menace,” Popular Science, Dec, 1970, 62-63. 
 115 “Leters to the Editors,” LIFE, July 29, 1946, 4. 
Figure 52. Leter to the Editor 
LIFE Jul 29, 1946. 
63 
 
Perhaps DDT wil prove efective…”116 Both of these readers have used DDT in a joke 
towards people who were being pesky. In 1947, harness racing made a comeback as an 
American past time, partialy due to DDT fog generators keeping moths and mosquitoes 
of of spectators.117 DDT became to be seen as a luxury at this point. At another extreme, 
DDT’s name became a favorite saying of high schoolers. Used as an insult, the leters of 
DDT came to stand for the phrase “drop dead twice.”118 Airlines integrated DDT 
spraying into their regular flight preparation routine serving as a final example of DDT’s 
integration into American society.119 
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IV. Conclusion 
Why and When the Shift Occurred 
 
 Public opinion of DDT changed because living situations in the United States 
changed. People knew the possible efects of using DDT, but these possible negative 
efects had to be weighed against the positive impact DDT could have in the United 
States. As early as August 1945, LIFE magazine published the possible negative efects 
of DDT. Its article, “Insect Enemies,” introduced the public to the idea that DDT is an 
indiscriminating pesticide that kils both beneficial insects, like honeybees and 
dragonflies, along with pests. It also discussed possible problems with pests developing 
resistance to DDT, “because many have such prodigious reproduction power and because 
they adapt themselves quickly to any place containing vegetation they present a 
discouraging problem.”120 Finaly, it states that even with the great promise of DDT, “it is 
certain that science can only hope for partial control.”121 
 By the next year both Popular Science and LIFE discussed DDT’s danger to man. 
Popular Science published an article titled “How DDT Realy Works” that discussed 
early on how DDT builds up in fats, and therefore in buter and cream. It also talked 
about how DDT concentrates in the milk of animals. The buildup of DDT in fat afects 
humans on two fronts. First, humans rely on animal byproducts for food. The buildup of 
DDT in animal fat leads to contaminated dairy products, including milk and buter, that 
we later consume. It also means that when we consume these products, the DDT 
contained in them then stores in our fat. When that fat is metabolized, it then releases the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   120 “Insect Enemies,” LIFE, Aug 27, 1945, 59-64. 
 121 Ibid.	  	  
65 
 
now highly concentrated amounts of DDT into our system. The article also discusses how 
once released into the body, DDT atacks the nervous system. Finaly, it talks about the 
dificulty of controling the drift of DDT saying, “unfortunately, once DDT has been 
deposited, it is out of control.”122 
 LIFE’s 1946 article, “DDT: It Wil Not Rid the World of Insect Pests but It Is 
Stil a Wonder Bug Kiler,” writen by Anthony Standen, has a positive name, but 
atempted to look at “once and for al, how good is DDT?” Standen asked some important 
questions early such as: Is DDT dangerous to humans? Does it harm unintended animals? 
What are the consequences of large scale sprayings? Standen atempts to answer these 
questions and provide methods how to reduce the risk of using DDT. While identifying 
that DDT is poisonous to humans when eaten and absorbed through the skin, it also 
discusses the possibility of damage other than immediate poisoning through the buildup 
of DDT in fat. Standen also claims that these risks can be practicaly eliminated by 
folowing the directions on the package. When answering these questions addressing the 
possible consequences of large scale sprayings, the article addressed the chalenge of 
controling drift, the problems of fish kils, and the deaths of many cold-blooded animals 
in areas that have been sprayed. In the end Standen decided that large scale spraying was 
impractical anyway. One of the most important parts of the article is the opinion 
expressed within it concerning the dilemma of using DDT despite these dangers. It tries 
to justify that the dangers can be controled though a balance, but if that is not possible 
then one needs to make a judgment cal: 
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However, as regards mosquitoes, it seems to be possible, in some cases, 
to  use a  dosage  of  DDT just  heavy enough to  kil their larvae in the 
pools where they breed and yet not so heavy as to do serious damage to 
the fish and  other forms  of life.  But if this is  not  possible  one  must 
strike a balance: which is more valuable, the absence of mosquitoes or 
the presence of fish? It al depends on the particular circumstances.123 
 
In the context of “DDT,” Standen implies that the particular circumstances usualy 
requires for this judgment cal to value the absence of mosquitoes rather than the 
presence of fish. Standen implies this by listing of al of the benefits thus far as a result 
of DDT’s use including its life saving ability during World War I and its success 
controling pests such as the Japanese beetle. It is not realy important if this statement 
was writen reflecting public opinion or if public opinion changed to reflect it. It is 
important however, that this opinion was out there and existed in the popular media. 
Despite early information on the dangers of DDT to wildlife and humans, its use was 
continued. 
 This same opinion of choosing between human lives by spraying DDT against 
disease carying/crop destroying insects and animals appeared again twenty-five years 
later in text of a 1971 leter to the editor that appeared in LIFE magazine. A reader 
responded to “A Lament for Some Companions of My Youth” upset about the one-sided 
stance of the article and its heart-breaking story of the ibis and other birds. He 
commented on the article’s lack of coverage on DDT’s use in disease control in our 
country and others. In frustration he asks why there were not pictures of people sufering 
from malaria and river blindness instead of dead birds.124 The opinion of the need for a 
judgment cal showed its strength by continuing to exist on some level even after Silent 
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Spring and the high profile DDT trials brought by the Environmental Defense Fund. The 
reoccurence of this same opinion twenty-five years later shows its long-lasting 
indoctrination into popular opinion. 
  Silent Spring also acknowledges a judgment cal when considering public opinion 
of DDT. Carson relates the judgment cal to be a question of “shal we have birds or shal 
we have elms?”125 However, Carson states that this judgment cal is flawed because of 
DDT’s failure to save the elms, so that we are left with neither.126 Carson’s assessment of 
the judgment cal the public felt it was necessary to make difers slightly from the one 
presented in LIFE. Carson’s version does not consider what the public fundamentaly 
wanted from the use of DDT, improvement of the quality of human life. This along with 
the support of primary source documentation makes the judgment cal presented in LIFE, 
the choice between animal lives or human lives, the more convincing reflection of public 
opinion of DDT. 
 Silent Spring is credited with taking the discussion of the safety of DDT from a 
private discussion among scientists, industry, and governmental agencies into a public 
forum. Scholars have claimed that Silent Spring made information on the dangers of DDT 
accessible to the public. It did do this. As a National Best Seler, Silent Spring reached a 
large audience. However, I have found that LIFE and Popular Science had already been 
discussing the possible dangers of DDT in a public forum before the 1962 publishing of 
Silent Spring. In her book, Carson, confronts the issues of DDT: the development of 
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insect tolerance, DDT’s indiscriminate nature resulting in the kiling of beneficial insects, 
its threat to bird and fish populations, the buildup of DDT in fat and residues in food, 
DDT’s possible danger to humans, and the process of how DDT works to atack the 
nervous system. Al of these issues had been discussed in the public sphere as early as the 
late 1940s in both LIFE and Popular Science. Carson also discusses how tolerance 
among disease-carying insects hinders public health operations atempting to control the 
spread of disease through the eradication of the vectors of the diseases.127 Popular 
Science similarly confronted this idea in 1958 when the World Health Organization’s 
campaign against malaria was threatened due to the resistance of malaria-carying 
mosquitoes to DDT.128 
 In the simplest teling of the DDT story in which the public viewed DDT as a 
miracle chemical until Rachel Carson set the record straight in 1962 with the publishing 
of her book Silent Spring, one would expect a fairly simple parabola of the building of 
positive popular opinion of DDT with some sort of a crash around 1962. In the coverage 
of DDT in LIFE and Popular Science one would expect dips around 1962 with the 
publishing of the National Best Seler Silent Spring. However, as we can see in Figures 8 
and 10, serious dips occur earlier. Positive coverage of DDT in both LIFE and Popular 
Science peaks in 1946 the year after DDT was released to the public. In 1946 coverage 
largely discussed the incredible ability of DDT, which had been proved during World 
War I when it saved soldiers lives by kiling disease-carying insects. Up until World 
War I more soldiers died of disease than in combat. DDT helped control the number of 
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soldiers that died of disease on the front. Positive coverage sharply dropped in 1949 but 
raised again in 1950, coinciding with the United States entry into the Korean War, only to 
drop again in 1951 after which it never regains as much positive media coverage. In 1950 
the United States became involved in the Korean War and DDT was used again to protect 
against insect-borne pathogens. Coverage peaked both times in periods of war. One might 
expect another peak around 1960 with the America’s involvement in the Vietnam War. 
However, malathion, rather than DDT, was used in the Vietnam War to combat diseases 
like malaria. As DDT was not used it did not receive the type of coverage DDT received 
immediately after World War I and in the opening of the Korean War.129 Positive 
coverage of DDT is corelated to its use in war. 
 These positive dips can partialy be explained by the general lower coverage of 
DDT overal that occured as DDT lost it miracle status and began to be replaced by or 
used in conjunction with other insecticides. As insects built up resistance to DDT, it 
became less efective against them and higher doses, new insecticides, and combinations 
of insecticides needed to be used. After 1950 positive coverage never recovered, 
coinciding with the end of the malaria eradication campaign by the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC). DDT was the primary tool used in their eradication 
campaign. In 1949 the CDC declared that the United States was free of a significant 
public health problem from malaria and by 1952 they completely stopped the campaign 
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al together.130 There is a corelation between the eradication of malaria in the United 
States and the disappearance of positive DDT press. 
 In the 1960s the Surgeon General of the United States declared that the war on 
infectious diseases had been won. “Plague epidemics, yelow fever, and dengue were no 
longer widespread and malaria had been efectively controled in most parts of the 
world…It initiated a period of complacency in the 1960s and 70s.”131 Carson similarly 
discusses the dramatic reduction of disease in the United States. She addresses it as a 
beacon on hope for eliminating carcinogens in our environment not recognizing that the 
change occured in part as a result of the introduction of these carcinogens, like DDT, 
into the environment. Carson says: 
In  one important respect the  outlook is  more encouraging than the situation regarding 
infectious disease at the turn of the century. The world was then ful of disease germs, as 
today it is ful of carcinogens. But man did not put the germs into the environment and 
his role in spreading them was involuntary. In contrast, man has put the vast majority of 
carcinogens into the environment, and  he can, if  he wishes, eliminate many  of them.132 
 
The corelation between a reduction of positive coverage of DDT and the reduction of 
disease in the United States indicates that as people had less use for DDT they cared less 
about it. It also indicates that once the situation concerning the amount of disease in the 
United States changed, the public no longer had to make a judgment cal as humans were 
no longer immediately threatened, leaving the floor open for concern over the 
environmental efects of DDT. 
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 Another important trend to notice in Figures 8 and 10 are the regular intervals of 
negative coverage before 1962 and the publishing of Silent Spring, where 1954 is the first 
year where both LIFE and Popular Science have more negative than positive DDT 
coverage. This trend is largely influenced by the number of advertisements giving DDT 
negative press. These advertisements with negative portrayal of DDT fel in the category 
of the phasing out of DDT for more efective chemicals. As previously discussed, these 
advertisements and articles presented DDT as an inefective and less safe chemical of the 
past. Later, after 1958 the number of advertisements dropped of and the number of 
articles including, negative press for DDT, outweigh the number of advertisements. 
These negative articles discuss legal batles against DDT, DDT’s role in environmental 
problems, its harmful efects on wildlife, and its danger to humans. However, between 
1958 and 1970 DDT is mentioned a lot less, yet there were a slight spikes in publications 
mentioning DDT around 1962 when Silent Spring was published and around 1970 during 
the Environmental Defense Fund’s high-profile case against DDT. 
DDT Cancelation 
 The triumph of the ban of DDT is symbolic for American environmentalists. As 
public opinion of DDT changed, the public became active. Through the Environmental 
Defense Fund (EDF), the public pushed the government to ban DDT. The EDF began as 
a concerned citizen group that paired up with lawyers to fight for a ban of DDT. Before 
examining the public’s role in regulating DDT, through the EDF, one must first 
understand how DDT was regulated until 1967, when the EDF publicly atacked 
chemical companies producing DDT. 
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 The first act created to regulate pesticide use was the Insecticide Act of 1910. It 
was enacted to protect farmers from buying inefective insecticides due to mislabeling. 
The 1910 act was updated in 1947 and caled the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA). The 1947 amendment required pesticides to be registered with 
the USDA. As the USDA could not refuse to register a pesticide, the only real weight the 
statute caried was in its ability to declare a pesticide as misbranded. A pesticide is 
declared misbranded if it is “harmful to man, animals, or vegetation (except weeds) even 
when properly used.” The USDA had to conduct its own research to prove that the 
pesticide met these misbranding qualifications.133 In 1964 FIFRA was amended again to 
alow the USDA discretion when registering pesticides and alowed the USDA to cancel 
the registration of existing pesticides. Cancelation of registration is a formal review 
process of a certain pesticide, during which tests are run to determine the safety of the 
pesticide while including a cost benefit analysis. If the pesticide is deemed unsafe, it wil 
be prohibited in the United States according to a time table that alows the market to 
adjust. The 1964 amendment also placed the burden of proof of a pesticide’s safety on the 
registrant.134 The USDA held regulatory power until the EPA was created in 1970 and 
FIFRA became the EPA’s responsibility.135 FIFRA was amended again in 1972 by the 
Federal Environmental Pesticide Control Act (FEPCA) to give the EPA flexibility to 
register a pesticide per use. This enabled the EPA to more efectively regulate the uses of 
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pesticides. FEPCA also gave the EPA the ability to order the suspension or the 
emergency suspension of a pesticide. A suspension is harsher than a cancelation as it 
immediately bans the production and distribution of a pesticide after the registrant is 
given notice of the suspension. The registrant can appeal the suspension decision, but 
during the appeal process the ban is stil in place.136 An emergency suspension bans 
production, distribution, and sale of the pesticide immediately without giving notice to 
the registrant first. The registrant can similarly appeal the emergency suspension 
decision.137 
 DDT is regulated under FIFRA and therefore folowed the changes in the statute. 
DDT was introduced for pesticide use in the United States in 1945. Shortly after, it had to 
be registered with the USDA under the 1947 FIFRA amendments. In 1958 and 1964 the 
USDA regulated the reduction of DDT use on interior lands. In 1967, the USDA canceled 
several DDT registrations after the USDA gained their cancelation ability under FIFRA. 
In 1969 the USDA notified DDT registrants of its intention to cancel “al uses 
nonessential to human health” that there are “safe and efective substitutes.”138 In August 
1970, only five months before FIFRA regulatory power was transfered over to the EPA, 
the USDA canceled the registrations of many DDT products targeting its application for 
over seventy diferent uses. In 1971 the EPA began the process of canceling the 
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remaining registrations of DDT products, and a year later, after the registrants’ hearing of 
appeal, the remaining registrations were oficialy canceled.139 
 The EDF was one of the major forces pushing the USDA and later the EPA to 
restrict the use of DDT in the United States. Formed in 1967 to “use legal action in 
fighting environmental degradation,” the EDF’s first cause was against a local application 
of DDT to fight gypsy moths in New York. In light of their initial success against DDT, 
the EDF continued its eforts to eradicate DDT.140 The EDF initiated several other local 
bannings of DDT, but they were al setled quietly. Despite winning these setlements, 
EDF members were unhappy because they wanted to formaly present their evidence 
against DDT.141 They also wanted the publicity a formal trial would give them to inform 
the public and to pressure the USDF to review the dangers of DDT. These desires led to 
the 1968-1969 Wisconsin Hearing, an oficial hearing in which the EDF formaly asked 
the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources for a “declaratory ruling on whether 
DDT was or was not a water polutant under Wisconsin water-quality standards.”142 This 
type of hearing alowed the EDF their first chance to present evidence of the dangers of 
DDT on an official record. The Wisconsin Hearing also gave the interveners on behalf of 
DDT the opportunity to give their evidence supporting DDT and alowed for the 
petitioners to rebut the interveners’ evidence.143 
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 The EDF’s case against DDT had five goals. The first was to establish that an 
ecosystem existed in Wisconsin and that it was an integrated system of animals, plants, 
air, water, soil, and other biological organisms. The second goal was to show that once 
DDT entered one point of the ecosystem, it would spread to contaminate the whole thing. 
Thirdly, the EDF wanted to show that DDT residues are harmful to wildlife. The EDF’s 
fourth goal was to show that DDT is potentialy harmful to humans, making their status 
as safe unclear. Their final goal was to present alternatives to DDT use that are safer.144 
 These five goals of the EDF in the Wisconsin Hearing were targeted at the 
standards set up by FIFRA. The EDF thought that if they could show their evidence to 
the USDA in a formal seting where DDT interveners could also share their evidence on 
the safety of DDT, they could pressure the USDA to investigate DDT. To defend these 
points, the EDF lined up scientists who could testify as experts on their behalf. Some of 
these scientists would not usualy have taken a side, but the nature of the trial seting 
alowed them to do so without appearing biased.145 Scientists such as Charles Wurster 
testified on DDT’s danger to the ecosystem because of its fat solubility, water 
insolubility, and storage in the faty tissues of organisms. As the faty tissues are 
consumed by animals in higher levels of the food chain, the concentration became 
higher.146 The interveners brought in Dr. Wayland J Hays, a toxicology professor. Hays 
conducted the only long term study on the efects of DDT on humans that was available 
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at the time. His studies found that DDT was safe for humans.147 However, in the rebutal, 
Victor J. Yannacone, the legal counsel for the EDF, weakened the power of Hays’ studies 
by exposing wide gaps in his research.148 The EDF was able to bring in the Swedish 
scientist, Goran Lofroth, to further rebut the interveners claims that DDT is safe for 
human use. Lofroth studied how DDT became dangerously concentrated in breastfeeding 
mothers’ milk and that babies could be geting up to twice the safe amount of DDT per 
day. Lufroth’s studies, if nothing else, cast doubt on the interveners’ claims that DDT 
was safe for humans.149 To show that used of DDT could be replaced by other means, the 
EDF brought in Paul DeBach and Donald Chant, two economic entomologists with 
experience dealing with integrated controls. Their testimony stated that using a variety of 
methods was best for biological control and that “persistent pesticides were not necessary 
and in some cases were actual hindrances to efective natural control.”150 Thus the EDF 
established a reasonable scientific basis to consider DDT a danger to wildlife, humans, 
and replaceable, meeting the standards for beginning the cancelation process under 
FIFRA. The EDF used this information to begin suits against the USDA to cancel 
DDT.151 
 The EDF bombarded the Wisconsin Hearing with scientific testimony and 
evidence. During the hearing the interveners had litle scientific evidence beyond Hay’s 
studies. This is in part because the companies behind the interveners did not initialy 
understand the importance of the hearing. The lead counsel of the interveners, Louis A. 
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McLearn, did not even know about the hearing until just days before it began, giving him 
very litle time to organize a pro-DDT case. McLearn, although a skiled lobbyist, had 
very litle experience with scientific inquiry and struggled without any scientific advisors 
to cross-examine the scientists brought in by the EDF and to bring in scientists with 
studies benefiting their side. He also had litle support from the companies behind the 
interveners because they did not see the merit in defending “a chemical that would, they 
thought, soon be out of production anyway.”152 The interveners’ weak efort alowed the 
EDF’s testimonies to look that much stronger in comparison and put the public on the 
EDF’s side. The positive publicity that the EDF received from the Wisconsin hearing 
encouraged private citizens and environmental groups to donate money to their cause.153 
These funds raised during the Wisconsin Hearing alowed the EDF to fund their legal 
action against DDT on a national level. 
 The EDF’s pursuit of DDT’s cancellation under FIFRA has a slightly complicated 
history. After the Wisconsin Hearing, the EDF, in conjunction with four other 
organizations, filed a petition with the Secretary of the USDA requesting the USDA take 
two actions against DDT. The petitioners first asked the USDA to issue “notices of 
cancelation for al economic poisons containing DDT.” Secondly, they asked that the 
USDA to suspend the registration of “al such products pending the conclusion of 
cancelation proceedings.”154 As a result of the USDA’s failure to act on the petition, the 
petitioners sued Cliford Hardin, the U.S. Secretary of the Agriculture. On May 28, 1970 
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their case was heard in the US court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit.155 
Anyone adversely afected by a department order under FIFRA holds the right to have 
the order reviewed.156 The 1970 court concluded on the EDF’s side that it did have the 
right to seek review of the order. However, there was an issue granting a review because 
the USDA had neither denied the petition nor acted on it. Therefore, technicaly there was 
no order to be reviewed. The court was forced to make a decision on whether, in this 
case, inaction was the same as denying the relief asked for in the petition. The 1970 court 
decided that inaction was in fact the same as denying the petition for cancelation 
procedures, because the end result was the same. However, it did not think that the 
“administrative delay amounts to a refusal to act, with suficient finality and ripeness to 
permit judicial review.”157 Rather than making a judicial review based on the curent 
record, the court ordered the USDA to act on the petition.158 
 In August 1970, the USDA canceled the registration of several DDT products and 
began the process of further testing for its other uses in response to the 1970 court 
decision. In January of 1971, the EDF brought a new case to court. This time they wished 
for review of the USDA’s decision to cancel rather than suspend al uses of DDT. Rather 
than suing the USDA, the EDF brought the EPA to court because regulatory power under 
FIFRA moved from the USDA to the EPA between the decision of the 1970 court and the 
1971 case. The court was unable to review the EPA’s order in respect to the uses of DDT 
that were curently being researched before oficial cancelation notices were issued to 
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the registrants because a reviewable action had not been made by the agency. In light of 
this the court ordered the secretary to formaly begin cancelation procedures for the 
remaining registered uses of DDT. The court also reviewed the USDA’s decision not to 
suspend and defered to the agency to on whether the dangers of DDT are imminent to 
the public.159 The EDF pushed the EPA through its legal action into canceling al the 
registered uses of DDT. 
 The EPA acted on the court’s ruling and began the cancelation process of al 
DDT uses. The EPA’s cancelation of DDT’s registration was announced on June 14, 
1972 and was efectively prohibited on December 31, 1972.160 As part of the cancelation 
process under FIFRA, the registrants have the ability to appeal the agency’s decision. In 
1973 the court heard another case against the EPA. The plaintifs petitioned the court to 
review the EPA’s decision to cancel DDT. The court heard two plaintif groups: the 
registrants of DDT appealing the EPA’s decision as too harsh and the EDF appealing the 
EPA’s decision as not harsh enough. The registrants questioned the EPA’s decision on 
two fronts. They first asked to court to review whether the agency based their action on 
enough recorded substantial evidence. They also claimed that the EPA was not in 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) because the agency did 
not fil out an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The court reviewed the evidentiary 
hearings the EPA held during the cancelation process for DDT and held that “the entire 
Order of the Administrator is supported by substantial evidence when the record as a 
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whole is considered.”161 In consideration of whether the EPA was in violation of NEPA, 
the court decided that the cancelation of DDT would have a substantial impact on the 
environment, placing the agency action under the standing of NEPA. However, the nature 
of the cancelation process, which includes extensive research and public commentary, 
gave the EPA “functional compliance” with NEPA. “Functional compliance” in this case 
was suficient, making formal compliance with NEPA unnecessary. In this case, the EDF 
chalenged the EPA’s continued alowance of the registration of several uses of DDT. 
The EPA has alowed these registrations for use in case of an emergency or a situation 
where other more hazardous pesticides are under review and DDT’s use is necessary. The 
court supported the EPA’s decision as it was backed by suficient evidence.162 
 The EDF propeled agency action against DDT. Through the Wisconsin Hearing, 
the EDF brought the issue of the dangers of DDT into the public’s focus, gained 
legitimacy, and raised funds to make them able to pursue federal legal action. The EDF 
was the lead plaintif against the USDA and later the EPA in three cases seeking judicial 
review for agency action. In the 1970 case, the EDF petitioned for review of the agency’s 
inaction against DDT despite their detailed petition asking them to cancel al of DDT’s 
registrations. The 1971 case also asked for judicial review on the USDA’s cancelation 
proceedings against only some of the registrations of DDT as wel as their denial of 
suspension. As a result of these two cases the court ordered the EPA to begin the 
cancelation proceedings against al registrations of DDT. The EDF was involved in the 
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1973 case but the court was more concerned with giving the registrants their due appeal 
of the EPA’s decision for cancelation. Although the EDF wanted a harsher decision for 
the prohibition of al uses of DDT, the court supported the EPA’s decision to alow a few 
registrations to continue in case of future necessity. The EDF pursued the banning of 
DDT under FIFRA, which was amended several times during the life cycle of DDT. The 
banning of DDT is symbolic to environmentalists as a case where knowledge of a 
governmental statute helped the public, through an environmental group, take action to 
regulate a dangerous substance that was poluting the environment. 
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Epilogue  
 
 DDT’s story goes beyond the time frame of 1945-1972 and is stil relevant today. 
Although most of DDT’s registrations were canceled after the EPA’s hearing, 
manufacturers were stil alowed to produce DDT for export. In the 1980s DDT 
continued to be produced for export by two companies and in 1985 303,000 kg of DDT 
were exported.163 As of 1999 no companies within the United States manufactured DDT. 
However DDT is stil manufactured in countries like Mexico and China.164 DDT’s 
registration for use in emergency situations similarly remains. As DDT is the most cost 
efective method for fighting the spread of malaria, it is used in many developing 
counties. The use of DDT remains controversial. DDT’s story has also been turned into 
an iconic image of the success of the environmental movement in the 1970s as many 
view the banning of DDT as a time when citizens were successful at lobbing for 
environmental change. The successful alteration of American public opinion can be 
assessed and used towards other atempts in the shift of policy decisions based on public 
opinion. Finaly, in the wake of global climate change, it could be that the dependence on 
DDT to control the spread of malaria and other insect borne pathogens would increase as 
species range changes. 
Iconic Environmental Success 
 The banning of DDT is symbolic to environmentalists as an example of a time 
when the public successfuly influenced agency action. The banning of DDT is a beacon 
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of hope for other causes hoping to replicate its success of public action leading to policy. 
DDT’s story is relatable to environmentalism today. One of the curent issues with the 
environmental movement is that many people consider environmentalism to be 
something that you have to be rich to be able to aford to do. This is a huge disconnect. It 
causes a conflict between the way people of each class sees the other, rich 
environmentalists appear as snobs and poor industrial workers appear as poluters. For 
farmers DDT was beneficial, as it was a cheap and efective way to control pests. It also 
helped increase crop yields and reduced farmers’ labor costs. The USDA’s consideration 
for farmers their need to keep costs low to be successful led in part to the delayed 
response to DDT. In DDT’s story, farmers could not financialy aford to give up the use 
of pesticides to care about the efects of DT on the environment. This story can be 
related to situations today. For example, coal miners in Kentucky are against switching to 
cleaner energy sources not because they do not want a healthy environment but rather 
because they depend on coal mining for their livelihood. 
Public Opinion and Other Policy Decisions 
 Four factors contribute to environmental policy decisions: scientific knowledge, 
local knowledge, industrial preferences, and public preferences. While not al of these 
factors are weighed equaly, policy makers consider al four. Knowledge transmission 
and use are also biased by what goals or opinions policy makers have. The DDT story is 
an iconic example of how public preferences lead to changes in policy. Its lessons on how 
the public responds to environmental issues and how to engage the public to place 
pressure on policy makers can be used to address curent environmental issues. Presently, 
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scientific knowledge is given precedence over local knowledge and at times local 
knowledge is known but not transmited to the next level because it is not seen as 
credible. There is also contestation over the way to get public preference knowledge and 
what is the appropriate level to apply it. However, situating “the kind of knowledge most 
people associate with scientists, along with local knowledge and public preferences, 
within the broader category of knowledge relevant to environmental decision making”165 
can give credibility to public knowledge and preference to create a broader pool of 
information for policy makers to consider. Finaly, the public have a strong voice, one 
that is dificult to organize, but once it speaks it is extremely powerful. 
Global Climate Change and Possible Cancelation Reconsideration 
 
 It is impossible to know what wil happen in the future. However, scientists are 
atempting to recognize paterns and predict the efects of climate change on species’ 
ranges. They are particularly interested in predicting what afect climate change wil have 
on the distribution of infectious diseases. While there are conflicting ideas about how 
range boundaries of species like the Anopheles mosquito, a vector of malaria, wil 
change, some scientists believe that the fundamental niche wil expand. The expansion of 
the fundamental niche could dramaticaly increase the range of malaria. Studies like 
Chris D. Thomas’ “Climate, climate change and range boundaries” have concluded that 
“climate is likely to contribute to the majority of terestrial and freshwater range 
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boundaries.”166 If the range of malarial mosquitoes did increase it is likely the United 
States or other countries would need to increase their use of DDT as it is the cheapest, 
most efective insecticide on the market. Hopefuly we wil remember the lessons learned 
from DDT’s use in the United States.	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